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ministers having used any privileged knowledge to buy stocks
which they knew, and the public did not, must rise. But other
points invited criticism. A brother of Sir Rufus Isaacs was the
secretary of the British Marconi Company, and had originally
offered him the American Marconi shares; though he declined
them then, and only subsequently took them off another brother.
It was these shares which formed the first purchases of all three
ministers; and but for the relationship between the attorney-
general and the secretary of the company, the offer of them could
scarcely have come their way. Again, though the American and
British companies were quite distinct, and though the Majority
Report of the select committee held reasonably enough on the
evidence that 'the ministers concerned, when entering into the
purchases, were all bona-fide convinced that the American com-
pany had no interest in the agreement5, it is pretty obvious that
the Minority Report was also right in claiming that such an
interest existed and was 'material, though indirect'.
The committee were divided; the liberal majority acquitted
the ministers, while the conservative minority led by Lord Robert
Cecil found that the original purchases were a 'grave impro-
priety', and that the ministers, for keeping silence about them in
the debate of 11 October, were 'wanting in frankness and in
respect for the House of Commons'. Isaacs and Lloyd George,
while asseverating their good faith, freely owned their error of
•judgement, and to the house of commons (i 8 June 1913) ex-
pressed regrets for it. The house eventually had before it two
amendments to an original motion and an original amendment.
The one, moved by an influential liberal back-bencher, accepted
the ministers' expressions of regret, acquitted them of acting
otherwise than in good faith, and reprobated the charges of cor-
ruption. The other, propounded by Bonar Law with the rasping
violence which at that time he affected, expressed 'the regret of the
House' instead of accepting that of the ministers, and if carried
would have entailed the resignations of them both. But the former
was adopted on a party vote. This was a bad conclusion to an epi-
sode unfortunate throughout. A smoke-screen of rumour and
press innuendo had disturbed the public with suggestions of serious
corruption. They were found to be baseless, and it was important
that parliament without distinction of party should dispel them;
for corruption is a real danger, and to sanction cries of 'Wolf5,
when no wolves are there, is not at all the way to keep such

